
DEM Weighting is not related to High Cost and does not promote
efficiency

Analysis of Switching Investment per Line
Study Areas with 1 Digital, Stand-Alone Switch serving less than 10,000 lines

1993 Data

Avg. Switch Invest. Max. Switch Invest. Min. Switch Invest.
Study Area size ~ ~ ~

Less than 500 $969 $2,380 $229
500-1,000 $617 $1,056 $391
1,000-1,500 $482 $ 670 $317
1,500-2,000 $478 $ 884 $338
2,000-3,000 $435 $ 885 $276
Above 3,000 $528 $ 760 $309

Total $540 $2,380 $229

Source: FCC Data Request ("DATAREQ") File 1 of4, Line 474ILine 500
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Source: Telecommunications Policy for the 1990s and Beyond
Walter G. Bolter, James W. McConnaughey and Fred J. Kelsey
(M.E. Sharpe, Inc. Armonk New York, 1990), Table V-3, p. 168
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Switch Type Cost Per Line
DMS-100 $368
DMS-10 $253
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Source: Telecommunications Policy for the 1990s and Beyond
Walter G. Bolter, James W. McConnaughey and Fred J. Kelsey
(M.E. Sharpe, Inc. Armonk New York, 1990), Table V-2, p. 167



DEM Weighting Allows LECs to recover more than 100%
of their Local Switching Costs

• 136 LECs receiving DEM Weighting assistance are able to assign more than 100% of their total
local ~witching investment to the Interstate and Intrastate Toll and Access jurisdictions.

• Over 50% ofLECs receiving DEM Weighting assistance received amounts which exceeded their
Local Switching costs in 1993.



, OEM Weighting Receipients
Receive Significantly Lower Revenue from their End Users

[l38tio of Total Access Revenue to Basic Local Revenue I
3 ,,-----

2.5

2

_ Under 50,000 Lines

- Over 50,000 Lines
1.5

-----.....__._-_._-_.._----_.
0.5 I -l- '-- ..L---l

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

Study Area size

Under 50,000 Lines
Over 50,000 Lines

1181 1990 1991 19t2 1993
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, DEM Weighting Receipients
Have Significantly Higher Deployment of Digital Switches

I% of Lines Served by Digital Switches - 1993 1
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'Source: FCC Data Request, File 1 of 4, line 474



Access Lines served By Digital Switches as of 12/93

~dyAreasunder 50,000 Lines ~dyAreas Over 50,000 i -
L,---------=S=-=-ta---:-te--~I Lines [§!!I Lines I % Digital·~ - - - , - - - -

PAGE 1 of2

MAINE 40,818 40,818 100.0% 527,213 595,314 88.6% 568,031 636,132 89.3%
MASSACHUSETTS 936 936 100.0% 2,492,517 3,817,593 65.3% 2,493,503 3,818,529 65.3%
NEW HAMPSHIRE 39,512 39,512 100.0% 531,883 637,192 83.5% 571,395 676,704 84.4%

1-------

N/A N/A N/A 1,004,976 1,937,185 51.9% 1,004,976 1,937,185 51.9%CONNECTICUT
13,885·---

..

VERIIONT 13,. 100.0% 27~ -,- 94.1% ..... 301,_ M.'"
265,422

----

NEW YORK 267,665 99.rh 8,016,702 10,770,_ 74.4% 8,282,124 11,038,_ 75.0%
NEW JERSEY 7,799 7,799 100.0% 3,528,693 5,335,693

--
66.1% 3,536,492 5,343,492 66.2%

PENNSYLVANIA 96,637 97,637 99.00h 4,310,116 6,400,851 67.3% 4,406,753 6,498,_ 67.8%
--

2,585,000MARYLAND N/A N/A N/A 3,048,000 84.8% 2,585,000 3,048,000 84.8%
--------~-----

86.3% 2,740,857 3,579,446 76.604 3,625,933 76.704VIRGINIA 40,118 46,487 2,780,975
WEST VIRGINIA 47,099 57,479 81.9% 778,000 795,000 97.9% 825,0t9 852,479 96.8%

FLORIDA 65,225 65,225 100.0% 6,722,299 8,509,299 79.0% 6,787,524 8,574,524 79.2%
~--

175,711 182,395 96.3% 1,958,~53 3,492,829 56.1% 2,133,964 3,675,224 58.1%GEORGIA
NORTH CAROLINA 125,741 125,741 100.0% 3,181,377 3,481,612 91.4% 3,307,118 3,607,353 91.7%
SOUTH CAROLINA 151,765 151,765 100.004 1,375,599 1,476,973 93.1% 1,527,364 1,628,738 93.8%

f----- 1----
ALABAMA 104,904 110,113 95.3Ofo 1,368,000 1,893,000 72.3% 1,472,904 2,003,113 73.5%
KENTUCKY 39,424 39,424 100.0% 1,035,000 1,451,000 71.1% 1,074.424 1,496,424 71.8%

-LOUISIANA 126,024 133,823 M.rh 1,188,000 1,948,000 61.0% 1,314,024 2,081,823 63.1%
MISSISSIPPI 53,170 53,457 99.5% 880,000 1,071,000 82.r4 933,170 1,124,457 83.0%
TENNESSEE 154,138 154,138 100.0% 1,888,315 2,397,323 78.8% 2,042,453 2,551,461 80.1%

OHIO 59,232 59,232 100.004 3.989,516 5,727,999 69.6% 4,048,748 5,787,231 70.0%
MICHIGAN 153,036 161,777 94.6% 3,557,000 5,147,000 69.1% 3,710,036 5,308,777 69.9%
INDIANA 56,310 57,501 97.9% 2,278,882 2,830,319 80.5% 2,335,192 2,887,820 80.904

WISCONSIN 240,797 252,484 95.4% 1,657,835 2,377,835 69.704 1,898,632 2,630,319 72.2%
ILLINOIS 96,508 102,539 94.1% 4,476,440 6,730,287 66.5% 4,572,948 6,832,826 66.904

IOWA 14,307 14,409 99.3% 791,740 1,237,763 64.0% 806,047 1,252,172 64.4%
MINNESOTA 92,890 93,015 99.9% 1,490,183 2,235,827 66.7% 1,583,073 2,328,842 68.0%
NEBRASKA 81,607 87,066 93.7% 629,618 785,300 80.r4 711,225 872,316 81.5%

NORTH DAKOTA 44,906 44,906 100.0% 114,188 264,181 43.rh 159,094 309,087 51.5%
SOUTH DAKOTA 38,344 39,045 98.2% 196,699 278,160 70.7% 235,043 317,205 74.1%

ARKANSAS 88,616 105,360 84.1% 633,382 1,057,381 59.9% 721,998 1,162,741 62.1%
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Access Lines Served By Digital Switches as of 12/93

~--~_.-

KANSAS 80,888 83,615 96.7% 758,108 1,274,260 59.5% 838,996 1,357,875 61.SOI.
MISSOURI 112,608 139,817 80.5% 1,507,205 2,753,771 54.7·10 1,619,813 2,893,588 58.0%

OKLAHOMA 130,022 141,_ 91.6% 1,013,349 .1,523,461 66.5% 1,143,371 1,665,447 68.7%
TEXAS 271,200 276,334 98.1% 4,573,402 9,441,811 48.4% 4,844,102 9,718,225 49.9%

ARIZONA
~._~_._-- f--~

92.9%53,146 ~!.!~~9 819,571 2,061,815 39.8% 872,717 2,11.'f'.~ 41.2%
52])%

~_.:.~

COt.~DO . ~~ ~!728 ~ 35,_ 97'.9% 1,064-;643' 2,046,516 1,091,3. 2,082,034 52.1%
IDAHO 28,119 54,415 51.7% 248,188 475,818 52.2% 276,287 530,231 52.1%

MONTANA 85,223 91,827
~--

92.8% 247,849 -333,381 74.3% 333,072 425,208 78.3%
NEW MEXICO 79,211 113,124 70.0% 389,202 660,554 58.9% 488,413 773,878 60.5%

UTAH 13,732 16,758 81.9% 359,045 812,055 44.2% 372,777 828,813 45.0%
WYOMING 19,430 20,118 96.6% 78,449 229,31tO 34.2% 97,879 241,508 39.2%

WASHINGTON - - 43,173 43,173 100.0% 1,824,826 2,871,909 63.5% 1,867,. 2,915,082 64.1%
OREGON 147,188 149,155 98.T-1o 7~7,835 1,288,975 59.7% 904,821 1,418,130 63.8%

CALIFORNIA 69,081 70,081 98.6% 11,398,509 18,663,509 61.1% 11,467,590 18,733,590 61.2%
-

99.20"NEVADA 61,848 62,323 825,272 825,887 99.9% 887,120 888,190 99.9%
--."

DELAWARE N1A N/A N/A 269,000 458,000 58.7% 269,000 458,000 58.7%
~_.

WASHINGTON D.C. N/A N/A N1A 531,000 ~. 848,000 62.8% 531,000 848,000 62.6%
RHODE ISLAND N/A NlA N/A 318,652 587,623 58.1% 318,852 567,623 58.1%

ALASKA 180,336 180,483 99.9% 140,805 140,805 100.0% 321,141 321,288 100.0%
HAWAII NlA NlA N/A 470,000 633,000 74.2% 470,000 633,000 74.2%

PUERTO RICO N/A NlA N/A 1,077,907 1,077,907 100.0% 1,077,907 1,077,907 100.0%
VIRGIN ISLANDS N/A N/A N1A 55,411 55,411 100.0% 55,411 55,411 100.0%

MICRONESIA 14,428 14,428 100.0% N/A N/A N/A 14,428 14,428 100.0%

[ NATIONWIDE L ~,SJ39.!~j!1 4,155,9351 94.8% L 94,928,880 I 140,627,4231 67.5% I 98,868,0981 144,783,3581 68.3% I
Source: FCC Data Request, File 1 of 4, line 474



IfDEM Weighting were eliminated
and assuming that any loss of support would be recovered in local rates:

• The impact would be an average increase of $0.94/loop/month for DEM Weighting receipients.

Monthly Impact

~ ~ ~

Number ofLoops Impacted 16,350,443 917,181 150,631

% ofNationwide Loops 11.4% 0.6% 0.1%
(No. ofNationwide Loops = 143,462,533)

% ofLoops currently
receiving support 94.7% 5.3% 0.9%
(No. ofLoops receiving support = 17,267,624)

Source: NECA Comments Docket 80-286, Appendix 04, October 10, 1995



Attachments:

Analysis of Local Switching Cost Assignment
Analysis of excess DEM Weighting Subsidies

Analysis of Switching Investment per Line
Analysis of Monthly Local Revenue per Line
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ANALY8IS OF LOCAllWITCHINO COST ASSIGNMENT ·1n3 DATA

CA) fe) IC) (Dt fE) (F) (0)
tad OEM Loc8f Cost Ass~ nrnent

DIM % ToIIIl
Study % We........ % S.... ToIl % ..........
Area .......... F... Inter..... & Access local • ..... ToIl ToIIIl

f 21.3% 3.0 1'.0% ••3% 31."% 121A 1••1%
2 21••% 3.0 ".0% 21.2% 10.1% 111.2% 1•••·1.

:1
21.1% 3.0 1'.0% 2....% ....1% 101..% 1••5%
21.2% 3.0 ".7% 11.0% 12.1% 103.1% 1••1%
21.'% 3.0 11.0% 1".7% ••7% ".7% 1....%

6 21.7% 3.0 1'.0% 2'.0% ....3% 110.0% 1•.3%
7 21.7% 3.0 11.0% 17.1% 13."% 102.1% 1••3%
a 21.1% 3.0 1'.0% 21.1% 42.2% "".1% 1••2'1.

• 21.1% 3.0 1'.0% 11.1% ....1% 101.'% 1••2%
10 21.1% 3.0 1'.0% 3'.1% 3....% 120.1% 1• .2%
11 21.0% 3.0 14.1% 21.2% 41.7% 110."% 1•.1%
12 21.0% 3.0 14.1% 21.1% ......% 110.7% 1•.1%
13 21.0% 3.0 13.9% 10.2% 21.1% 134.1% 1'1."1.
14 29.1% 3.0 1'.0% 27.1% 43...% 112.1% 111.'%
15 29.1% 3.0 1•.0% 37.1% 33.1% 122.1% 1.1.1%
16 27.1% 3.0 13.1% 13.0% ••1% ••1% 111."1.
17 29.1% 3.0 1••0% 21.0% .....1% 111.0% 11'."1.
1a 29.1% 3.0 1'.0% 11.1% 11.1% 103.1% 111.'%l' 29.3% 3.0 1'.0% 31.1% 31.2% "1.1% 11'.7%
20 21.1% 3.0 1'.0% 22."% ....0% 107."% 111."%
21 29.7% 3.0 a••O% 17.1% 13.3% 102.1% 111.3%
22 29.1% 3.0 1'.0% 20.3% ....1% 10'.3% 111.2%
23 27.'% 3.0 12.1% 34.1% 37.1% 117.1% 111.2%
2.. 27.1% 3.0 12.1% 23.1% ....1% 111.3% 111.2%
21 30.1% 3.0 1'.0% 2'.1% .....1% 110"%1 1....9%
26 30.1% 3.0 1'.0% 22.1% ..7...% 107.1% 1....1%
27 30.3% 3.0 1••0% 11.3% 11."% 103.3% 1....7%
28 30.3% 3.0 1'.0% 8."% 40.3% 11....% 1....7%
29 30.1% 3.0 1'.0% 38.3% 31.2% 123.3% 1.....%
30 30.1% 3.0 11.0% 13.1% ••0% ".1%' 1....1%
31 31.0% 3.0 ".0% 12.1% ••2% '7.1% 1....0%
32 31.2% 3.0 1'.0% •••% '2.3% '1.'% 113.1%
33 31.2% 3.0 ".0% 17.3% '1.1% 102.3% 113.1%
34 21.1% 3.0 10.1% 13.2% ••1%

13·1%1
113.7%

.35 31.3% 3.0 1'.0% 11.7% 0.0% 113.7% 113.7%
36

1

31.3% 3.0
1

11·0%1 31.2% 33."% 120.2% I 1'3.7%
37 21.1% 3.01 10."% 21.2% ....0% 101.1% 113.8%
3a, 21.7% 3.0 10.2% 37.1% 3'.1% 111.0% 113.1%
3.

1

31.1% 3.01 11.0% 31.1% 21.1% 123.1% 113.101.
40 31.1% 3.0 11.0% 33.2% 3• .2% 111a 113."%
..1 31.1% 3.01 11.0% 21.7% ....7% 111.7% 113."%
"2 31.7% 3.0 1'.0% 21.6% 3'.7% 113.1% 113.3%
43 31.1% 3.0 ".0% 18.7% ....1% 103.7% 113.2%.... 31.1% 3.0 11.0% 1'.1%1 ....1% 104.1% 113.1%
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ANALYSIS OF LOCAL SWITCHING COST ASSIGNMENT ·1..3 DATA

8) D (F.... EM Local Switch nt
I DEM % Total

Study i % W...._III % StMeToll % IIItwstMa
Area lin..,... FIICtor .......... &Acces• Local & ..... ToIl Total.. 32.0% 3. •••O%! 20.1% 47. 10 • 1 .0%., 28.3% 3.0 7••0%\ 12.1% 10.1% '1.1% 152.7%

.7: 32.4% 3.0 11.0% 31.1% 21.0% 123.1% 152.6%

.8 21.3% 3.0 78.l%i 23.7% 10.0% 102·1%1 152.5%
49 21.2% 3.0 78.7%1 '.1% 14.2% ".2% 152.1%,
50 21.2% 3.0 71.'% 44.4% 21.4% 122.'% . 112.4%1
51; 32.7% 3.0 ".8% 21.4% 42.0% 110.4% 112.3%
52 21.2% 3.0 71.1% 21.3% 44.1% 107.1% 112.3%\
53; 21.0% 3.0 71.1% 30.1% 43.2% 101.1% 1'2.1%
54: 33.0% :1.0 1'.0% 21.3% 41.7% 101.3% 112.0%\
55! 21.0% 3.0 77.1% 27.4% ...% 101.3% 111.'%
56 21."1, 3.0 77.1% 40.3% 33.7% 111.1% 111."10
57: 2....10 3·°1 77.1% 27.1% • .2% 101.7% 1'1.1%
58: 21."10 3.0 77.7% 1.7% 1'.4% ".5% 151.1%
59

1

33.3% 3.0 ".0% 22.4% 44.3%1 107.4% 1'1.7'10
60

1
33.4% 3.0 11.0% 21.'% 3'.7% 111.'% 1'1.1%

61 i 21.7% 3.0 77.2% 50.7% 23.1% 127.'% 111.5%
62! 33."10 3.0 11.0% 11.1% 47.7% 103.1% 111.5%
63: 2'.7% 3.0 77.1% 21.3% • .0% 101.1% 111.4'/0
64 2'.8% UI 71.1% 22.1% 11.1% ".4% 111.2%
65 33."10 3.0 11.0% 11.0% ".1% ".0% 111.1%
66 21."10 3.0 11.8% 23.'% 10.1% 100.2% 111.1'10
.7 33."10 3.0 ".0% 32.2% 33.'% 117.2% 151.1%.8 21.1% 3.0 11."10 48.8% 2'.'% 121.1% 1'1.0%

"I 21...10 / 3.0 71."/0 ! 27.1% , ··7%1 104.3% 151.0%
70 34.1% 3.0/ 1'.0% 21.2%1 31.1%/ 114.2% 110.9%·
711 25.4% 3.0/ 7• .3% 22·2%1 12.3%1 ".5% 11O.I%!
72! 21.4% 3.0 71.1% 21.7%, 44·1%1 10'.1% 110.1%
731 34.3% 3.01 11.0% 1'.8% ".1%I 101.8% 150.7%
74 34.4% 3.0 1'.0% 19.2% • .4% 1CM.2% 110.•·.4 '
75 21.2'.4 3.0 7'.7% 34.7% 40.1% 110.3% 110.1%1
76 21.2'/0 3.0 71.7% 22.2% 12....4 1 17."1e 110.4% '
77 21.2% 3.0 71.8% 31.1% ••7% 113.7% 110.4'.4
71 34.'% 3.0 11.0% 24.7% 40.7% 101.7% 150.4'.4
-79 34.1% 3.0 ....0'/0 27.1% 37.7% 112.1%, 110.2%
aa 21.1% 3.0 71.2%1 21.0% 48.'% 101.2% I 110.2'.4
11 21.0% 3.0 71.0%1 32.4% 42.8% 107.4%1 110.0%'
12: 31.2% 3.0 11.0% 23.5% 4U%1 101.1% I 14'.1%
13

1

24.'% 3.0 74.7% I 41.3% 33.1% 118.1% 141.'%
14

1
31.3% 3.0 1'.0% 30.5% 34.3% 111.1% 141.7%~

15 31.3'10 3.0 11.0% 3'.7% 21••%1 120.7% 141.7%1
18 24.7% 3.0 74·2%1 34.1% "'.4% 101.1% 14'.1%\
17 31.8% 3.0 ".0'10. 31.8%\ 32.1% 118.1%1 14••4%1
18 31.8% 3.0 II.O%! 21.7%1 3'.'% 113.7% 141.4%
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ANALYSIS OF LOCAL SWITCHING COST ASSIGNMENT ·1.3 DATA

(A) (8) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G)
U DIM a.oc.t 8 Cost AasitlnrMl'lt

J DEM % Total
% W.iIIlting % .... Toll % ......ratate........... F8CIOf .....,... &AccHs Local ."'ToU Total.. 31.1% 3.0 ••.1%, 22.1% 42.1% 1Ct1.1% 141.2%

90 24.1% 3.0 73.4%\ 41.'% 33.7% 111a 141.0%
91 24.1% 3.0 73.4%, 34.4% 41a 107..% 141·8%1
92 24.4% 3.0 73.3% 34.7% 40.1% 107.1% 141.a%i
93 32.1% 2.5 a1"-1t 24.3% 43a 101.'% 141.1%
94 24.3% 3.0 72.1% 13.4% '2.4% 11.2% 141.1%
95 24.3% 3.0 72"%1 21.'% 41.0% 102.1% 141.5%
H 24.2% 3.0 72.7% 18.'% 17.0% 11.1% 141.5%1
97 24.2% 3.0 72.7% 11.1% 24.7% 123.1% 141.5%\.. 24.1% 3.0 72.4% 21.4% 47.1% 100.1% 141.3%
99 24.1% 3.0 72.2% 24.3% 11.1% •..'" 141.2%
00 24.1% 3.0 72.2% 21.4% 41.1% M.'% 148.1%1
01 38.8% 2.1 11.0% 11.1% 41.0% 100.1'" 141.1%
02 23.a% 3.0 71.1% 38.2% 38.0% 101.7"- 147.1'1t
03 , 23.a% 3.0 71.3% 43.5% 32.7"- 114.1% 147.5%
04: 23.7% 3.0 7Ut'" 24.a% 11.'''' II.'''' 147.3%
OS' 38.0% 2.5 al'O%I 51.3% 10.7% 138.3% 147.0%.
06; 23.5% 3.0 70.5% 21.1% 41.'% 100.4% 147.0% I
07' 23.5% 3.0 70.1%1 27.'% 48.7"- ".3% 147.0'1t I011
091

38.0% 3.0, al.O% I 31.1% 22.1% 124.1% . 147.0%.
23.5% 3.0 70.1%1 17.0% ".1% 127.1% 147.0% I

10: 23.5% 3.0\ 70·l%i 21.1% 10.4% •••% 147.0% I",1 23.4% 3.0

1

70.3%' 2a.•'1t 47.1% ••1% 141••%1
112

1
23.4'1t 3.0 70.1% 34.4% 42.2% 104.'% 141.a%:

113' 23.3% 3.0j 70.0% 23.'% 52.7%, ".0% 141.7'1, ;
14 23.3% 3.0 70.0% 32.2% 44.1% 102.2%1 141.7'1.

115 23.3% 3.0 ".1% 37.3% 31.4% 107.1% 141.6%·
116

38"%1
3.0 al.O% 4.2% 17.1% '1.2% 141.4'1, '

117 23.1% 3.0 11.4% 27.7% 41.1% 17.1% 141.2'1, .
111 31.1% 3.0 al.O% 11.1% 44.a% 101.1% 141.9'1,
111 22.1% 3.0 ".a% 21.2% 10.1% 11.0% 141.9%
120 22.1% 3.0 ....% 21.1% 47.2% ".1% 145.a'l,
121 31.2% 3.0 11.0% 30.0% 30.1% 1".0% 145.8%
122, 31.2% 3.0 I 11.0% 21.2% 34.'% 111.2% 141.8'1.
U3! 22.1% 3.01

'....% ....% 21.1% 124.2% 141.7'1t
124 1 30."", 2.1 71.1% 24.1% 41.4% 100.2% I 141.7%
125 1 22"%1 3.0 ".1% 31.'% 41.1% 100.1% I 145.7'1.,
126 1 22••%1 3.0 ".3% 2'.0% 41.2% ••3%1 141.5%I

127

1

22.7%1 3.0 ".2% 33.0% 44.2% 101.2% 145.5%
128 22.''1, 3.0 17.1% 17.3% 10.1% 11.2% 145.3% '
129: 22.'% 3.0 17.1% "."It I 17.1% '7.1% 145.3'1.
130\ 3'.'% 3.0 ".0% 14.4'1t I 45.1% tlA% 145.2'1. !
131 31.1% 3.0 ".0% 37.5%1 22.'% 122.1%\ 145.1% i
132j 22.1% 3,,0 61.1% 33.0% 44.1% 100.1% 141.0'1, :

1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Study
Area
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~ It) (C) (D) IE) (F) (0)
i um;iii.... DE Local Switching Cost Ass

OEM % T«*.
y % w.ighting % S..ToIl % .........re. Inters....

F__ ........... & Access Local & .... ToIl T«*I
133 .cJ.0% 3.0 J'~O% 1'.'% .104% 103..% 1".0%
134 .cJ.0% 3.0 ".0% 24.1% 31.1% 101.1% 1"••)0/,
135 2204% 3.0 17.3% 41.7% 31.1% 101.0% 1..··%1
13. 22.3% 3.0 ....% 12.1% .....% 71.7% 1".1%
137 22.2% 3.0 ....% 29.7% ".1% ".3% 1....%1
138

1

22.2% 3.0 ....% 1'.'% '1.0% 13••% 1".4%
131 .cJ.'''' 3.0 11.0% 41.7% '.7% 134.7% 1".4%
1.cJ, 22.1% 3.0 ".4% 17.'% 10.1% ".2% 1...3%,
141 1 .cJ.I% 3.0 ".0% 31.1% 22.7'Ie 121.1'1. 1".2%
142

1

22.0% 3.0 ".1% 1••'''' '3.3"- 10.7% 1".1%
143 22.0% 3.0 ".1% 21.2% ...% 17.1% 1".0%

1"1
41.1'" 3.0 ".0% 13.7'1. 41.3% ".7% 143.1%

145 22.0% 3.0 1••1% 17.1% 10.1% 0.1% 143.1%
141 29.2% 2•• 73.0% 7.3% 13.1% 10.3% 143.'%
147 .1.2DJ. 3.0 ".0% 23.1% 34.1% 101.1% 143.'%
148 21.1% 3.0 ' ••7% 30.2% .7.1% ....% 143.'%
149. 21.1". 3.0 .1.1%, 31.0% 40.1% 103.1% 143.7%
150 1

21.'% 3.0 1••3% 23.1% ....% ".1% 143.1%
151 21.1% 3.0 11.3%1 23.'% ".1% ".0% 143.1%
152 .1.1% 3.0 ...0%\ 27.2% 31.1% 112.2% 143••%
153 21.7% 3.0 '1.0% 37.2% .1.1% 102.2% 143••%
114 21.1% 3.0 ....% 43.0% 31.1% 107.'% 143.1%
155 41.'% 3.0 11.0% 17.3% .cJ.'% 102.3% 143.1%
1. 21.1% 3.0 "'.1% 18.1% .12.4% 10.7% 143.1%
157 21.1% 3.0 "'.4% 7.1% 71.4% 71.1% 143.0%1
111 21.4% 3.0 ...·2%1 11.2% 87.4% 7•••% 1U.'%
15t 21.4% 3.0 ".1% 27.1% 11.1% '1.1% 1U.7%
110 21.3% 3.0 ".0% 22.1% 1••'% ....% 1U.8%
161 42.4% 3.0 1••0% 20.8% 37.0% 101.1% 1.2.1%
162 21.3% 3.0 13.1% 12.0%\ ".1% 71..% 142.1%
163 21.2% 3.0 13.1% 21.1% 12.4% ••0% 142.3%'
164 21.1% 3.0 13.3% 23.1% 51.4% ".1% 142.2%
111 21.1% 3.0 13.2% 34.2% ....% I7A% 142.1%
186 21.0% 3.0 13.1% 22.3% ....% 11.1% 1.2.1%
1'7

1
21.0% 3.0 13.1% 33.'% .5.1% ".1% 142.0%

118 21.0% 3.0 82.1% 28.0% 13.0% ".1% 1.1·1%1
169 20.1% 3.0 62.1% 24.2% 14.1% 17.0% 141.'%1,
170 20.1% 3.0 82.1% 23.7% ".3% ••1% 141.1%
171 20.1% 3.0 12.1% 21.1% 13.2% ".1% 141.1%
172 20.1% 3.0 12.1% 11.1% 12.'% 71.1% 141.7%
173 20.'% 3.0 12.4% 21.7% 57.1% ".1% 141.8%
174 43••% 2.0 11·0%1 12.3% ".2% 17.1% 141.8%
175

1

20.1% 3.0 82.3%1 47.7% 31.8% 110.0% 1.1.8%
176 20.7% 3.0 82.1% 20••% 11.1% 12.1% 141.411.

Stud
A
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(A) (I) (C) (D) CE) (F) (0)
i

Unwe...... DiM Loc.llwitchina Cost Ass~ nment
DaM % Talal

% Weighting % S.... Toll % ................... F.., Interstate &Acces. Local &....Toll Total

~, 20.7% 3.0 82.1% 23.4% ".1% ".1% 141.4%
20.7% 3.0 82.1% 33.4% 41.1% ".1% 141.4%I

71: 20.8% 3.0 '1.1% 17.7% '1.8% 71.1% 141.3%1
ao ' 20.'% 3.0 '1.1% 31.7% 42.7% ".1% 141.2'/0 I

.1 20.'% 3.0 '1.7% 21.1% 13.1% a7.2% 141.2%1
a2 43.1% 3.0 81.0% 20.3% 3• .1% 101.3% 141.1%1
a3 20.1% 3.0 81.'% 24.1% ".4% 1'.7% 141.0%,
a4

I
20.4% 3.0 '1.3% 23.3% 11.3% 14.'% 140,'%1

as' 20.3% 3.0 '1.0% 21.7% 13.0% 17.7% 140.7%1
.. I 20.3% 3.0 10.'% 34.0'/0 41.7% 14.1% 140.6'/0 I
87\ 20.3% 3.0 10.'% 22.1% 17.2% '3.4% 140.'%

"I 44.'% 3.0 ".0% 21.1% 21.'% 114.1% 140.5%
at, 20.2% 3,0 10.7% 21.7% 10.0% 10.4% 140.5'/0
'O! 20.2% 3.0 10.'% 33.1% 48.0% 14.4% 140.4'/0
.1! 20.2% 3.0 10.1% 21.1% 10.1% ".1% 140.3%
12

1
20.1% 3.0 10.4% '.1% 72.1% '7.4% 140.3%

13 20.1% 3.0 10.4% 24.1% lI.a% 14.1% 140.3%
14. 20.1% 3.0 10.3% 21.3'/0 13.'% ....% 140.2%'I

lSI 20.1% 3.0 10.2% 21.4% 13.1% ".7% 140.2'/0
t6 20.1% 3.0 10.2% 23.'% ".1% 14.0% 140.1%
17 20.0% 3.0 ".1% 42.3% 37.7% 102.2% 140.0'/0
II 1'.1% 3.0 ".7% 1'.1% 10.3% 71.'% 131.8%

" 21.4% 2.1 ".0% '.1% ".1% 74.4'" 13•.•·/0
00 1'.8% 3,.0 ".3% 38.'% 41.7% '7.'% 13'.1%
01 1

1•.•·" 3..0 ••7%, 22.0% ••1% 10.7% I 131.1%
02 1'.'% 3..0 •••%1 4'.'% 30.'% 101.2% I 131.1'/0,
03 41.1% 3..0 .1.0%1 1'.0% 31.1% 104.0% I 13•.1%1
04, 11.1% 3..0 •.4% 27."/0 12.1% ...0%1 138."/0 I

051 11.4% 3..0 • .2% 21.0% 12.'% ".2% 131.""
06i 11.4% 3.0 • .2% 12.'% ".0% 70.7% 138.'%I
07 1 1'.4% 3.0 ••1% 16.7% 13.1% 74.1% 131.7%
081 1'.3% 3.0 ••0% 11.'% 2'.1% 101.'% 13'.7%
09 1'.3% 3.0 17.1% 30.1% 4'.1% 81.7% 131."/.
10 1'.2% 3.0 17.7% 18.1% '2.0% 78.1% 138.5'1.
_11 1'.2% 3.0 17.1% 31.2% 44.'% '3.7% 13'.4'/.
12 48.7% 3.0 II."" 8.1% 44.1% .3.../0 138.3%
13 1'.1% 3.0 17.4% 37.1% 43.7% 14.1% 131.3%
14, 21.4% 2.1 '3.1% ,.1% ".1% 73.3% 131.1'1.,

....%'15 11.0% 3.0 17.1% 42.1%1 31.1% 131.1%
16 1'.1% 3.0 11.7% 40.2% 40.1% ••1% 137.1'1.
17 1'.1% 3.0 ".7% 24.2''' ••1% '1.1% 137.'%
1., 11.'% 3.0 ".1% 13.7% 17.1% 70.2% 137.7'1.
1. ' 1'.'% 3.0 ....% 40.1'/0 40.1% '7.1% 137.7%
20! 1•.•·" 3.0 ".1%, 1'.5% '1.7% 71.0% 137.7%

Study
Area

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
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(A) (8) (C) (D) (E) (F) CO)
U DEM a.oc.lS CostAs. t

DIM % Total
Study % Weighti" % St8te Toll % ..........
~ ............ F.-r ............ &Acceas I.ocIlI & .... ToIl Total- ZZ1 11..% 3.0 ••4% 13.3% '7.1% ".7% 1".'%

ZZ2 11.1% 3.0 •.4% 21.1% '1.7% 1'.1% 137.'%
223

1

11.1% 3.0 •.3%, 21.0% 10.2% 77.3% 137.'%
224, 11..% 3.0 11.3% 3'.0% 41.2% 81.3% 137.1%
225 2'.0% 2.5 '2.1% 21.1% 41.1% 81.0% 137.1%
221 1'.7% 3.0 ".2% 11.0% 10.3% '7.2% 137.5%
227 1'.7% 3.0 ".0% 22.1% 11.2% 1'.1% 137.3%
22. 1'.'% 3.0 11.1% 33.1% 47.'% ".7% 131.3%
22t 1'.'% 3.0 11..% 30.3% 11.1% ".1% 131.2%
230 11.1% 3.0 11.'% 30.0% 11.1% 11.'% 137.1%
231, 11.1% 3.0 ".1% 31.1% 41.3% 81.7% 137.0%
2321 11.1% 3.0 ".1% 10.'% 20.1% 11'.1% 137.0'.4
233 11.4% 3.0 11.3% 31.0% 41.'% 10.3% 1••1%
234 1'.4% 3.0 11.3% 33.0% 41.1% • .3% 1••1%
231 11.4% 3.0 ".3% 34.'% 47.0% ....% 1••'%
23. 11.3% 3.0 ".0% 24.2% 17,4% 11.2% 1••1%
237 11.3% 3.0 11.0% 31.0% 43.1% 13.0% 1••7%
23. 11.3% 3.0 ".1% 33.3% 41.4% 11.2% 1••'%
23. 11.3% 3.0 ".1% 20.0% '1.1% 74.1% 131.'%
240 11.2% 3.0 ......4 24.2% 17.'% 71..% 1••4%
241 11.2'.4 3.0 ....% 27.1% ".1% 11.7% 1••4%
242 11.2% 3.0 ......4 -to.4% 41.4% 14.1% 1•.4%
243 11.2% 3.0 .......4 21.1% H.3% 11.0% 131.4%
244 11.2% 3.0 14.1% 29.3% 12.'% 13.1% 1••3%
245 24.2% 2.5, 10.1% 29..% 41.0%, 10.3% 1••3%
241 11.1% 3.0 ".3% 21.'% 11.0% 10.2% 131.2%
247 1'.1% 3.0 14.3% 10.'% 31.4% 104.1% 131.2%
241 11.1% 3.0 ".2% 25.3% ....% 78.1% 131.2%
248 11.1% 3.0 14.2% 32.1% 4'.'% ".4% 1• .2%
210 17....4 3.0 13.1% -to.1% 41.3% 14.1% 131....4
211 17..% 3.0 13.3% 41.1% 41.1% 14.1% 131.1%
252

1
17.1% 3.0 13.2% 21.'% ".1% 1...% 131.5%

213 23.'% 2.5 ••1% 14..% '1.'% 13.1% 131.1%
214 17.7% 3.0 13.1% 25.1% 11.4% 78.0% 131.4%
U5 17.1% 3.0 13.1% 17.2% ".1% 10.3% 131.4%
2M 17.7% 3.0 13.1% 31.3% 44.0'.4 81.4% 131.4%\
217 17.1% 3.0 13.0% 21.3% '1.0% 14.3% 131.4%
211 35.3% 2.0 70.7% 13.0% 11••% 13.1% 131.3%1
219 17....4 3.0 12.1% 17.4% 21.1% 101.1% 131.0'.4- 17.1% 3.0 12.1% 27.2% 11.3% 18.'% 13'.0%
211 17.4% 3.0\ 12.3% 37.0% 41.1% 11,4% 134....4
212 17.4% U

1

12.3% 21.0% '1.1% 73.3% 134."/.
213 17.4% 3.0 12.3% 21.3% '1.3% 73.'% 134.8%
214 17.4% 3.0 12.2'.4 13.2'.4 21.4% 101.4% 134.1%,
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(C) (D
Local Switch

%
Study % % State Toll %
Area : ......... ......... &Access Local Total

26f 1 .4% .1% 20. 8 • 1M.7%
266 17.3% 12.0% 41.0% 41.7% 13.0% 134.7%1
261, 17.2% 11.7% 43.3% 31.1% ".0% 1M.I'At
268 17.2% 11.7% 31.0% 43.8% 10.7% 1M.1%
269 10.8% 11.0% 17.1% 31.1% 102.1% 1M.4%
270: 17.2% 11.1% 11.0% ".1% 87.1% 1M.4'At
271~ 17.1% 11.4% 41.3% 33"'" 100.8% 1M.2%
272) 17.1% 11.3% 31.4% 47.1% ".7% 1U.2'At
273: 17.1% 11.2% 24.1% 11.4'" 71.'% 1U.1%
274 17.1% 11.2% 11."At 71.1'" 13.1'" 1M.1'At I275: 17.0% 11.1'" 21.1·At 13.1% 10.2% 1U.1%j
276; 22.7% ••1% 23.4% 13.1% 10.1'" 1U.1'At II

17.0% 11.0% 7....'" I277, 28.8% 14.2% 1U.GOAt
278 22.7% ••1'" 22.0% 11.3% 78.1% 134.0%
279: 17.0% 11.0% 41.1% 41.4% 12.'''' 134.0%
280' 17.0% 10.1% 23.2% • .1% 74.2% 133.1%
2811 22.1% •.4% 30.4% 47.0% ....% 133.I%i
282! 11.1% 10..% 23.3% ...'" 74.1'" 133.1%:
283' 11"% 10.1% 11.1% ".7% '7.0% 133.7%'
284! 33.8'" 17.3% 17.3% 41.0% 14.1% 133.'%;I
285 1 11"%1 10.4% 37.1% • .2% '7.4% 133.1%'

'5.0%' 15.1% 32.4% 100.1%
I286 i 51.7%

5O.goAt :
133.3,.. '

287: 11.7% 2'.2% 1S.1% 78.2% 133.3,.. :
218 1 11.7% 5O.0%! 41.7% 41.7% '1.7% 133.3% '
289! 11.7% 50.0%; 31.8% 43.1% ....% 133.3", !
290 11.1% 41..% 31.1% 41.8% ".7% 133.2% •
291 11.1% 41.'% 27.1% • .3% 78·1%1 133.2'At '
292 11.1%1 41.7'At 21.3% 14.2% 71·0%1 133.2",
2.3 11.1% 41.7% 47.1% 35.1% 17.2%1 133.1% i
284 11.1% 4'.1% 31.1% 51.1% '1.2% 133.1% '
295: 11.1% 4'.1% 10.0% 73.4% ••1%1 133.0%'
286 11.1% "1."% 31.0% 41.1% 14.1%, 133.0%
297, 11.1% "1.4% 33.1% 1004% 82.1% I 132.1% '
2.8; 21.1% 14.8% 21.2% 11.1% 81.0% 132.'%'
289: 18.4% .41.3% 1'.1% 1'.4% 17.4%1 132."/0
300; 11.4% 4'.3% 1'.7% ....'I. 11.0% 132."/0

I

301! 11.3% 41.1% 41.1% 42.1% to.I%! 132.1%
302 21.7% 14.2% 30.3% ....0% 84••%, 132.5%

'303: 16.3% 41.1% 28.3% 11.4% 77.1% 132.5%'
304! 11.2% ....1% 17..% ".1% 11.3% 132.3%'I

132.3%"3051 21.5% 53.1% 35.1% 43.4% ".1%
301; 11.1% 41.4% 3'.0% 44.1% 17.4Y. 132.3%
307: 16.1% 41.4% U.2%i 41.7% 12"'" 132.2'10
301: 18.1% 41.3% : I •.K 71.3% 132.2'';27.0% '
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I Un
(A) (I) (C) (D) (E) (F) (0)

DIM I % Total
Study I % Weighting % I SUte Toll I % Interstnt I

Area _.".I......;Inters:.:.=:..;.;::t8te~-!-..;.F.::;..:::IO;::,:-r=-=r--:.:.:lnteI:.:::.:..:,.~t8te=:~I-=&..:...Ac=ce=::=:.~.~I--=L:=;oc;;c:A;:,1=:4_&~.:.=":.::":;,T.;.:o:;:;II~---.,;T:...:::ota~1 =-,1
3 18.1% 3.0 41.3'1.: 1a.4% I 8 . ".1% 132.2%
310' 18.1% i 3.0 48.2% i 1•.zel.: 14.1% 87.4% 132.2'/0
311; 21.4% I 2.5 13.1%: '.7'/0 71.1% 10.2% 132.1%
312 12.1% 3.0 11.0%: 15.5% 31.8% 100.1% 132.1%
313: 18.0% 3.0 48.1% I 28.1% 11.1% 7&.1% 132.0'1.
314 ,18.0% 3.0 48.1% I 23.1% 10.1% 71.1% 132.0'1.
315: 21.3% 2.5 13.2% 21.5% 17.2% 74.7% 131.'%,
316! 11.1% 3.0 47.1% 31.3% 44.1% a7.1% I 131.9'1.!
317 15.1% 3.0 47.1% 10.1% 74.0% 17.•% 131.a'l. i
31a. 15.1% 3.0 47.1% 1a.1% ".3% .....1. 131.a%:
319 I 15.1% 3.0 47.7% 51.5% 32.8% n.3% 131.1%
320 1

1

11.1% 3.0 47.7%1 27.2% ".1% 74.a%1 131.a%
321, 11.a% 3.0 47.3% 32.0% 52.2% 7'.3% I 131.5%
322: 15.7% 3.0 47.1%: 1&.4% 87.1%1 83.5%i 131.4%
323; 15.1% 3.0 47.1%: 23.8% 10.7% 70.7%! 131.4%
324 15.7% 3.0 47.0%1 •.4% 17.1%1 73.4%1 131.3%;
325 15.8% 3.0 41.1%' 44.1% 40.2% 11.0% 131.3'1.!
32& 11.8% 3.0 41.1% 17.7% ....% 14.8'1. I 131.2%'
327 11.8% 3.0 41.7% 23.1% '1.0% 70.2% I 131.1%:
32. 15.1% 3.0 41.8% 1 11.1% 72.1% 11.&% 131.1'1.
321 14.0% 3.0 11.0%: 31.4% 14.8% 11&.4% 131.0%'
330 11.1% 3.0 41.4% I 7.1% 77.0-1. 13.'% I 131.0%
331 15.5% 3.0 41.4'1.: 23.0% 81."1. ...4%: 131.0%
332 20.&% 2.5 51.1%! 27.3% 52.1% 7a.a'l. 'I 130.te.to'
333

1
20.rl. 2.5 51.3'1.: 1'.2% 80.2%, 70.8% 130.a%

334, 11.3'/0 3.0 41.0% I 31.5% 53.2% I 77.1% I 130.7°1.
335

1
11.3% 3.0: 41.1%: 43.1% 40.1% ".1% I 130.&°1.

33& 15.3% 3.01 45.1% I 1....1. 65.2% ".4% I 130.6%
337 20.3% 2"1 50.1%1 11.7% 67.1% 62.6%, 130.5%
331 i 15.2'1. 3.0! 41.7% I 37.8% 47.2% 83.3% I 130.5%
33', 15.2% 3.0' 41.1% I 11.3% ".1% 83.'% I 130.4%
340 i 15.2% 3.0 41.1% 31.1% 53.7% 76.7% 130.4%
341 i 15.1% 3.0 41.4% 31.8% 53.2% 77.1% 130.3'/0
342 i 15.1% 3.0, 41.4% I 27.1% 57.0% 73.3% 130.3'1.
3~ I' 15.1% 3.0 ;41.4% : 17.4% &7.1% 82.7% I 130.3%
344 11.1% 3.0, 41.4%i 27.1% 57.2% 73.0%, 130.3'1.
345; 15.1% 3.0: 45.3% 15.3% ....% 10.&'1. : 130.20/.
341 1 15.1% 3.0 41.3% 20.0% &4.1% I ".3% I 130.2'1.
347, 15.1% I' 3.0 41.3% 21.9% •.0% 'I' 74.2% ' 130.2'/,
341) 20.1'1. 2.• 1 10.3% 3&.a% 43.1% a7.0%\ 130.2%
341, 15.0%; 3.0 41.1% 2&.1%1 51·1%1 71.2%\' 130.1'!.
350i 20.1% 2.5

1
50.2% 11.5'1. &1.4%1 ".7% 130.1%

351 1 15.0% 3.0 41.1% 35.0% t 50.0% 80.1% I 130.1'/"i
352! 15.0% 3.0 I 41.1% 3'.3'1. I 41.7% 1 14.3'1. 130.0% I
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~ (I) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G)
I U..·hMllDEM Local Swttchirtg Cost As.~ nment

!
DEM % Total

Iy % Weighting % Stlite Toll % ..........
• ! ......... FKtor ......rstate &Acce•• Local & ..... ToIl ToUIl I
353. 1'.0% 3.0 41.0% 31·2%1 ".1% 14.2% 130.0°"1
314 1 11.0% 3.0 ".0% 11.1%\ 21.4% 100.1% 130.0%1
315 11.0% 3.0 44.1% 24.7% 10.4% ".1% 121.'% !
3M 14.1% 3.0 44.1% ".1% 1'.1% 110.1'10 129••%1
357; 14.1% 3.0 44.1% 4•••·10 31.1% 14.3%. 129.1%/
311 1

14.1% 3.0 44.1% 1'.4% 11.1% 10."/0 I 121.1%1I
31.1 14.1% 3.0 44.1% 31.4% 41.1% 12."/0 121.1%
360: 14.1% 3.0 44.4% 49.1% 31.1% 14.1% 121.''10!
3.11 14.1% 3.0 44.4% 11.1% ".3% 13.3% 121.•'10!
3.2 1 14.1% 3.0 44.3% 39.7% 41.1% 14.0% 121.5'/0
353

1

14.1% 3.0 44.3% 41.2% 44.1% ".4% 121.1%
3.4 14.7% 3.0 44.2% 32.1% 12.4% 71.1% 121.5%
3.S 14.7% 3.0 44.2% 20.2'10 ".0% 14.4% I 121.4%
3" 14.7% 3.0 44.1% 1 39.'% 41.4% I4J)1/o I 121.4%
357 14.1% 3.0 43.1% 39.4% 41.0% 13.3% 121.2%
388 14.1% 3.0 43.1% 36.2% 4• .2% 10.1% 121.2%
311 14.1% 3.0 43.7%1 11.1% 13.7% 11.4% 129.1%
370 14.1% 3.0 43.1% 22·2%1 13.2% ....% 129.1%
371 14.1% 3.0 43.1% 30.1%1 14.7% 14.4% 129.0%
372 14.1% 3.0 43.4%1 3'.'% 41.1% 83.1% 129.0'/0
373 14.1% 3.0 43.4%; 36.3%1 41.2% 11.7% 121.'%
374 1'.3% 2.1 48.2%! 21.1%1 11.0% 73.'% 121.'%
375 1'.3% 2.5 48.1'10! 23.7%1 17.1% 11.1% 121.'%
376 14.3% 3.0 43·0%1 22.'%, ·13.0% ...1%1 128.7%
377 14.3% 3.0 42."/0. 14.2% ! 11.1% 17.2% ! 121.5%
311 14.3% 3.0

I
3•.0%1 41.1% 11.'% ( 121.'%42·1%1

37' 14.3% 3.0 42.1% 42.5% 43.1% 1'.1% I 121.1%
310 ".4% 3.0 ".0%1 14.1% 21.1% ".1% 121.5%
311 11.1% 2.' 47.4% 24.1% ".4% 72.0% 121.4%
312 14.1% 3.0 42.3% 12.4% 73.1% 14.7% 121.2%
313 14.0% 3.0 42.1% •.•% 71.1% 12.0% 121.1%
314 14.0% 3.0 42.1% 11.0% 17.1% 10.1% 121.1%
31S 14.0% 3.0 42.0% 11,'°1 34.1% '3."10 121.0%
311 14.0% 3.0 42·0%1 10.1% 71.2% 12.1% 121.0'1.
311 13.1% 3.0 -41.1% 11.2%1 17.1% •••% 127.1%
381

1

11.1% 2.5 41.3% 30.3% 51.2% 15.1% 127.1%/
31. 13.1% 3.0 I 41.1% 21.1'1. 11.1% 11.2%. 121.7'1.

I

13.1% 10.1% 7•••%\ 127.1%13.01 3.0 41.1% 3'.4%
3.11 13.1% 3.0 41·1%1 1.1%1 77.3% 10.3% I 127.1'1. I
3.21 11.4% 2.' 41.1% 1.1%1 72.1% 14.1% 127.7% .
3.3: 13.1% 3.0 41.3%/ 25.3'1•. '1.0% ....% 127.•%1
3'4! 13.7% 3.0

1

36.3% ! 10.0% 71A% 121.4% !41.0% I ,
3'Si 11.2% 2.' 4I.I%! 18.7% ! 13.1%1 14.3% 127.4% 'I

41.0%1 41.2% I 127.3%
1316; 13.7% 3.0 1 41.2% 12.1%

Stud
Are
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12'.1% !
126.1% :
121.0%:
121.0%1
125.9'10!

I
125.7%[
121.4%;
125.4%1
125.4%.
125.3°" I
125.2%1
125.2%:
125.1%;
125.1% I

125.0%
I

125.0%;
124.8%;
124.7%;
124.7%'
124.7%
124.7%
124.'%
124.1'10

...r"
10.4%
85.2%
A.5%
8a.1% .,
74.0%:
10.4%;
14.2'10
82.3%
a1.3%
".1%
77.1%
...4%1
50.2%,
82.0'" I
70.1%
••3%:
'1.1'10 I
••.3'/0 I
.3.8%1

53.0% I...%
101.5%

....%
".6%
10.1'10
67.5%
17.'%.
51.a%
4'.1%
71.2%
13.1,..
44.0%
".1%
48.1%
••7%
74.1'10

13.0'''' I
14."1.....%:
33••·",1

".4%
lO.a%
71."'''
74.'%
23.1%

27.1°"
21.3%,
21.1%1
11.5%1
29.2'''' ,
31.3%/

42.2%1
11.1%
24.2% .
43.3%
21.3%
3'.3%
30.7%
12.'%
24.So",

2a.4·'"
1'.0°'"
14.0''''
22.3'1.
22.a%
11.''10
12.9%
16.5%

3'.1%
3'.1%
39.00" :
39.0%1
31.'%
31.'%
31.1%
31.1"0
31.0%
31.0%
37.8%
37..%
37.'%
.37."'" I

37.5'" :
41.7% :
37.3%:
37.1% :
37.1%\
41.2%
41.1°'" i
37.0% '
al.O%1

3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0 i
3.0\

3.01
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0

1

3.0
3.0
2.5,
3.01
3.0
3.01
2.5\'
2.5

3.0\
3.0

13.0% I
13.0°"
13.0%1
13.0°"
13.0-"',
12.'%
12.7%
12.7%
12.7%
12.7%
12.'%
12.'%
12.5''''
12.1%
12.1°"
16.7%
12.4%
12.4%
12.4%
11.5%

1'.'0"'\
12.3%
10.4%

(A) (I) (C) (D) (E) (F) (0)
I U OEM Local Switching Cost As.. nmentI

I DEM
":T~I I

Total
I

I

i "':tate Weithting % % Interstate
FlICtor Interstate &Access . Local & State Toll Total I

if! 13.•%\ 3.0 40.1% 1'.'% 17.8% ".1% 127.3%j8! 13.1% 3.0 40.1% 1• .2% 17.2% 10.1% 127.2% !
9 13.•%\ 3.0

1

40.1% 35.5% 10.9% 7'.4% 127.2%:
, 13.1% 3.0

1 40.5'''' 13.4'1. 73.1% 53.9'''' 127.0'/o!
1, A.o-", ' 3.0 a5.0% 21.3% 20.7% 101.3% I 127.0°" iI

121••%i2' 13.5'1. 3.0 40.4% •••% 7'.9% 50.0% I
3' 13.4% 3.0 40.1% 21.'% 17..% ".00'" I 121.7'10
4' 13.3% 3.0 I «1.11%1 2a.0·'" , ".7% ".00'" I 121.7%.
5 13.3% 3.0, 40.0% 33.3% 53.3% 73.3'''' 121.7'1°1

13.3'10 3.0 40.0% 21..% ".9'''' '1.a·", I 126.7%
7 13.3% 3.0 3t...",i 21.8% ".9'''' 61.7% 126.6% .
8, 13.3% 3.0 39.a% 25.2% '1.1% .5.0%\ 126.5%9; 13.2% 3.0 31.7% 31.2'10\ 47.'% 7a.'% 12'.5%
0: 13.2% 3.0 3'.7% 23.1% 13.7%\ '2.7% 126.4%
l' 13.2% 3.0 3....10 30.1%\ •.7% ....% 126.4%,
2' 13.rlo 3.0 3....'" 30.0% ••9% ".4% 121.3%
3· 13.1% 3.0 39.4% 31.7% 50.1% 7'.1% 121.3%I

4: 13.1% .3.0 3• .rlo 4••0,.. 31.0'''' 88.2% 121.2°'"
5, 17.4'10 2.5 43.'% 22.a·", n.a% ".4% 121.1%
6 1 13.1% 3.0 3• .r1. 40.1% 41.4% 7'.7% 121.1%,
7/ 13.0% 3.0 3'.1'''' 2a.5% ".5% .7••·" 12'.1%·

Study
Area

39
39
39
400
40
40
40
40
40
406
40
40
40
41
41
41
41
41
41
41
41
418\
419!
420'
421
422
423
424
425.
426i
427 [
428
429'
430!
431 1- ,
432i
433,
434 1

435;
436 1

I
437 i
438~

I

439
440
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A (C) (D) E)
U . htltd D Local Switchi CostAs,'

DIM '10
Study % Weighting % State Toll
A~ ............ Fector .....,.... &Acce•• Total

11.4'10 2.5 40.1'10 . 31.2'10 124.S'h
442 24.3% 2.0 48.5'10 I 27.8'10 48.1% 71.3% 124.3%
443 12.1'10 3.0 38.2'10 i 21.4% H.I% ST.''10 124.1%
444 12.0'10 3.0 31.1%1 31.1'A. ".1'10 17.1'10 124.0%
445, 12.0'10 3.0 31.D-A. 25.1% 12.1% 11.1% 124.0'10
446 1 12.0'10 3.0 31.0'10 20.4'A. 17.1'10 ".4'10 124.0%
447; 12.0'10 3.0 31.0% 31.3'A. 12.7'10 71.3% 124.0'10
4481 11.1'10 I 2.5 31.7-h 3....A. 41.1'10 78.2'10 123.1%
448i 11.1'10 3.0 35.7% 44.1% 43.1% 10.3'10 123"'10
450! 11.1'10 3.0 35.1% 34.2'h 13.1'10 11.1'10 123"'10,
451\ 11.1% 3.0 31.1% 21.2'10 12.1'10 10.1'10 123.1'10 i
452 1 11.1'10 3.0 35.1% 11.1% 31.1% 87.2'10 123.7'h
453! 11.1'10 3.0 31.1% 11.7'A.

1
71.4'10 12.3'10 123.7%

4541 11.'% 3.0 35.5% 34.zeA.\ 13.1'10 ".7'10 I 123.7'10
455, 11.7% 3.0 35.2% 31.zeA. 57.1% H.4% 123.5'10
416/ 23.4% 2.0 41.1'10 11.0% 15.1'10 ST.8% 123.4%
457j 11.7% 3.0 35.1% 4O.00A. 48.3% 7'.1% 123.4%
458' 15.1% 2.5 39.0'10 21.'% 82.7'10 10.7% 123.4%
451 11.1% 3.0 34.1% 2'.1'10 ....% IS.'% 123.3%
410 11.1% 2.1 31.1" 26.4'h 11.1% ".1% 123.2'10
411 15.4'10 2.5 31.1" 22.ZOh 62.4% 10.1% 123.1%
462 11.6'10 3.0 34.7'10 27.6" 10.1% 12.3% 123.1%
4131 11.6% 3.0 34.7%i 32.0%1 ".1%' ".7% 123.1'10
414 1 11.6'10 3.0 34.7%; 11.1" 71·1%1 51.3% 123.1%
4651 23.0'10 2.0 4I.1'h I 1••%1 70.2'10 , 12.1%1 123.0'10
466 11.4%1 3.0\ 34.3%1 35.2% i 13.3'10 I •.1%\ 122.8%,
467 15.1%1 2.5 37.1'A.1 11"%1 73.3'10 I 41.1% 122.7'10 I
461 11.4%, 3.0 34.1%1 11.1% 73.2'10 41.1%1 122.7%
418 15.1%1 2.5 37.1% 30.2'10 I 14.''10 ".0% 122.7'10
470 11.3% 3.0 34.0% 32.3" , ".4% ".3% 122.7%
471 15.1% 2.5, 37.7% 11.3%1 ....% 14.0% 122.6%
472 14.1'10 2.51 37.ze/o I 11.2" ".1'10 13.4'10 122.3'10
473 11.1% 11.4% ".1%1 12.7% 122.2'10
474 11.0%,

3.01 33.4'/0 I
17.7% 71.3'10I ••1'10 122.1'103.0 33.1%

475 11·0%1 3.0 32.1" 38.1'10 ·"%1 71.4% 121.1'10
476 11.0% 3.0 32.1" 23.8% '1.3% ••6%1 121.1%
477 10.1%1 3.0 32..,. 24.8'/0 I 84.3'10 57.''10 ! 121.1'10
478, 43.7%'

,
121.8%21.8% 2.0 11.7'10 62.1% ".3'10 I

478\ 10.8% 3.0 32.3,.\ 31.0% i 11.2'10 1S.3'10 121.'%
410 1 10.8% 3.0 32.3%1 31.1'10 I 13.1% 17..'10 121.'%
481

1
10.7'10 3.0 32.2'/0 I 35.3%\ 13.1'10I '7.1'10 121.5'1.

482
1

10.7% 3.0 32.2'A.\ 4.''10 .....%1 ."'10 121.5%
483' 21.4% 2.0 42.8'10 . 15.4% .3.2'10 • .2'10 121.4'10
484!

,
121.4%10.7'10 I 3.0 1 32.0%1 57.1'h I 32.2'10 ".2'10
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119.0%
118.1%
118.8% ,
118.7%
118.6%
118.6%
118.6%
118.5%

i
41.1%!
41.5%;

".I%!
41·1%1
11.3%:

I38.1%1
41••%\
13.8%,,

11.1%
81.4%
13.0%
73.2%
'2.3%
80.1%

71·1%1
84.7%

18.3-1.
21.r/.
37.'%
8.2%

11.0·/.

10.1-1. '\'
18.8·k
26.0·/0 !

31.'% I

21.3%1
21.2%',
37.3% !

37.3% ,
27.1%'
27.8%
27.7% :

I
2.5!

I
3.0 i
3.0 1

2.0 I
2.0 :

1

3.0/
3.0i
3.0)

12,'%1
1.4%i
1.4%1

18.7%1
18.'%,
1.3%!
1.3%1
1.2·k!

(A) (I) (C) (D) (E) (F) (0)
Unweiahted DEM Locallwitcttlng Cost A..~ nment r

1
DEM

% I % Teal
% Weighting

......rs... 1

S... To11 % Interstate
Inters'" FKtor & Accul Local &S... ToIl Teal

10.7% 3.0 32·0%1 20.2% ".1% 12.2% 121.3°k:
21.3% 2.0 42.8%: 24.0% 54.7% ....% 121.3°k i
14.1% 2.5 31.3% : 21.4% 11.1% .....% 121.20,'0 :
10.8% 3.0 31.7% ! 11.3% 78.1% 43.0% 121.1% '
10.5% 3.0 31.•%1 17.3% 72.1% 41.0% 121.1%

I

14.0% 2.5 34.1%1 12.0% 74.0% 4I...k
l

120.1%
10.5% 3.0 31.4% I 40.'% 41.0% 71."10 I 120.1%
13.1% 2.51 34.8% 17.3·.4 , ....% 52.1% i 120.9% '

: 10.4% 3.01 31.3% 11.0% 74.1% 41.4%1 120.9%
20.8% 2.0

1

41.'% 12.'% 11.3% ....5%\ 120.80,'0
10.4% 3.0 31.1% 21.7·.4 '7.1% 52.'% 120.7%
10.3% 3.0i 31.0% 33.7·.4 15.'% 84"%1 120.7% •I

10.3% 3.01 30.8% 21.'% 11.2% 52.4% 120.5%
10.r1o 3.0 30.7% 43.5% 41.3% 74.zok I 120.5·k
10.1·.4 3.0 I 30.2% •.••.4 83·0%1 37.1% 120.1%
13.4% 2.5 33.1% 13.5% 73.1% 47.0% I 120.1%
10.0·.4 3.0 30.0% 1'.'% 73.4% 41.'% 120.0%:
1.1% 3.0 2'.8% 72.'·k 17.4% 102.5% 119.9% :

I
11.8% 2.0 31.'% 10.•·k 11.4% 10.3% 119.8% .

I 1.8% 3.0 21.4% 20.8% 11...% 10.2% 119.60/. ,I 9.8% 3.0 21.4%. 41.'% 48.3% 71.2% 119.1%
! 13.0% 2.51 32.'%: 23.1%\ '3"%1 11.7%\ 119.1%1
I •••% 3.0 i 21.30/0 • 22.r/o I 11.5% I 119.5%, 11.0%,,

9.7% 3.01 21.1% i ...4%j 54.0% 119."%2..·1%1
1.7% 3.0 I 21.0%· 38."% 51.'%: '7.4% I 119.4%

I '.7% 3.0 21.0% 33...kl 16.1%' 12.'%1 119."%
i 9.7% 3.0 21.0%1 27.'% 12"%1 16.1%\ 119.3% !
!

12.'·10 2.5 32.2% ' 7.70.4 79.1% 31.8% I 119.3%, 1
4'.1% !

,
•.•% 3.0 21.'%; 20.2% 70.2% 119.2%

I
•••% 3.0 2...%; 30.'% ••••% ..··%1 119.2%

, •.•% 3.0 28.7% : 42.1% 47.1% 71.'% 119.2°/.,
1'.1% 2.0 31.2% ! 22.3·k ....% 10.'% 119.1% '

i •.•% 3.0 28.7%1 35.1% 54.5% .....% 119.1·/•

i '.1% 3.0 I 2'.'%' 30.1% 10.3% ....% 119.1%
1'.0% 2.0 I .3'.0%; 1.....4 84.1% 54"%1 119.0%: 11.0% 2.0 37.1% 2.....% 16.'% '2.3% . 119.0%

Study
Area

..85

..86

..87

..88

..89
490
491
492
493
494
495
496
..97
..98
499
SOO
S01
502
503
504
505
506
507
508
509
510
511
512
513
514
515
516
517
518
$19
520

1
521:
522:
523'
52.. 1

525 1

526.
527
528
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(0)

116.0%
115.'%
115.9% '
115.9%
115.7%
115.5%
115.4%
115.3%
115.3%
115.2%
115.1%
115.1%
115.0%
114.'%
114.6%
114.6%
114.4%
114.2'/0
114.0%
113.9%
113.1%
113.7% ,
113.7% •

I
11.3% II

....1%
41.1% I
11.2% ,
3•.4%1
44.•%\
44.0% ,
54.0%1

34.3%1
.1.0%,

58.7%\
48.4%

..·1%132.1%
51.8%
51.8% I
40.1%1
57.1% '
28.8%
11.1%
13.3%
11.3%
37.2%

(F)

60.7%
67.2%
73.1%
57.7%
n.2%
70.7%
71.1%
".3%
81.0%
....2%
••4%
16.7%
58.1%
'2.2'10
'2.1%
'2.1%
73.7%,
57.0%1
85.2%
57.1%

60"%1
54.4%,
76.5%

(E)

31.3'1. I
".9'10 I
11.1%,
2'.5%1
14.'%
21.6%
20.1%
23.5%

8.8%
3'.7%
38.0'1.
23.3%
27.0'1.

3.0%
22.5%
22.5%
11.1%
28.8%

5.4'"
2'.2%
32.1'1. I

31,'%1
1.'%:

(D)

5%,
24.0'''
31.8%:
23.1%:
31.8%1
23.1%'
23.2%:
23.1%;
30.1%:
21.4%:
30.3% :
22.8%1
21.1%
29.1%
21.1%,
29.2%1
29.2%,
21.'%'
28.3% i
23.4%:
27.1%:
20.8%'
27.1% :
27.3% i

(C)

3.0
2.0
3.0
2.0
3.0 I

3.0
3.0
2.0
2.5,
2.0,
3.0'
2.5
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.5
2.0
3.0
2.0
2.0

(8)

8.0%;
15.1%1

7.9'10 i
15.1%:

7.1%1
7.7%;

7.7%1
15.3%
10.2%
15.2%

7.5%
10.0%
15.0%,
14.8% I
14.•%!
'4"%!
14.4%:
14.2%i
1.4%1

13.'%'
'.ev,1

13.7%1
13.7%1

(A)
Unweiahted DIM I Local Switchina Cost Ass~ nment I

I i

DIM I I
% Total II % Weighting 'I. i SUIte Toll % ........I

i Interstate FllCtor 1nterstMe' & Access Local & ..... Toll Total
I

t 11.4%1 2.01 •.I%i 21.1'1. 11.0% UA% 111.4%i
3.0i

r

111.4%10 1.2%\ 27.'%; 17.1'1. 73.3% 4'.1%
1 11.2'1. 2.0 1 3'.4%, 11.2'1. I 70.1% 47.1% 111.2%1
2, 1.1%' 3.0 27.2'1. I 25.2'1. 15.1% 12.4% 111.1V.
3: 13.1% 2.3 31.1% 11.2'1. 17.0% ".1% 111.0%
4 12.0% 2.5 30.0% 33.3% 54.1% '3.3% 111.0%
5, 11.1% 2.5 21.8'1. 31.7'1. ".4% 81.5% 111.9%
6 11.8% 2.5 21.1% 34.1% 54.0'10 13.7% 117.IV,
7' 8.1% 3.0 21.1% 20.0'1. 71.2% .....% 117.8% :• • ...1. 3.0 21.1% 11.0''' 7'.2%

I

42.8% 117.7%;.! 11.1% 2.5
1

21.1% ; 24.0% 14.2% 13.1%] 117.7%'
17.7%, 2.0: 3'·3%1 8.4% 11.1% 11.1% 117.7%\

1: 17.1% I 2.0; 3'.3%: '.2% 73.2% 44.1'1. 117."1. I
2: '.7'1. 3.0 i I

3'.7% 11.1% 11.8%,21.0%, 117.4'1.,
3: 8.1% 3.01 21.0%' 15.8% 71.1% 41••%/ 117.3'/·1

r 8.1% 3.0i 21.0%1 24.7% ".1% 10.1% 117.3% I

5 11.5% 2.5, 28.I%! 10.7% n.8% 3••4%1 117.3%
6 8.5% 3.0i 21.1%: 21.3% 65.1% 11.1% 111.0%
7; 8.1'/. I

21.1%! 31.7% 52.8% 64.2%1 117.0% 13.0j,
1.2% 3.0 [ 24.1%: 20.'% 70.1% 41.4% 1".3%:I: ".3% 2.0i 32.

,
20.4% 63.3% 0.1% 1iS.3V. i

Study
Area

52
53
53
53
53
53
53
5S
53
53
53
540
54
54
54
544
54
54
54
541
54 ,
550
551:
552
55S i

5541
555!
556

1557
558!
559\
HOI
Hi:

1

5&2'
563
H4
565
566
587
588 1

I

589'
570'I
5711
572 1
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113.1%1
113.1%
113.4%
113.0% I

112.1'/0 !
112.1%1
112.1%
112.1%:
112.1%
112.4%
112.3%
112.3%
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Source: Column A: FCC DIIt8 Request ("DATARIQ") File 1 of 4, Line 4I6ILine 417
Column B: FCC DtIIII Request ("DATAREQ") File 1 of 4, Line 410
Column C: CoUnn A x CoUnn B
Column D: FCC DMa Request rDATAREQ") File 1 of., Line 4I5ILine 417
Column I: FCC DMII Request rDATARIQ") File 1 of 4, Line 4I4/Line 417
Column F: Column C+ Column D
Column G: Column C + Column D + Column E
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Aliatysis of Study Area. receivinl DEM Weilhtinl
Subsidies in escess of COE Switchinl Costs

1993 Data

SbMly ARI Sge E". Sph'idy NQ E"., Suh'idy -Ie OftP'I'

t .nder 10,000 Lines 164 193 ~7.8%

lo.noo Lines· 10,000 Lines 1~ 19 46.3%
20.000 Lines - ~O,OOO Lines 7 41 14.3%

Total 196 164 ~1.9%


